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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102(b) 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claim 1-3 and 8-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Onishi et al (US Patent 5,434,863). 

With regard to claim 1, Onishi et al discloses a communication port 53 of Ethernet as 
LAN of 100 Mbps (first data port interface) (column 7, lines 31-33). Onishi et al further 
discloses a communication port 54 of token ring LAN as LAN of 4-16 Mbps (second data port 
interface) (column 7, lines 33-34). Onishi et al further discloses a router manager 2 (flow control 
unit) that distributes a routing table to routing accelerators 3 that perform route selection 
(distribute a data load) on the basis of the routing table (column 7, line 9-15). Onishi et al further 
discloses a bus 4 (trunk group) (column 7, lines 17-18). The bus 4 accommodates 
communication port 53 and communication port 54; therefore, it is inherent that it has a larger 
capacity than either port individually. 

With regard to claim 2, Onishi et al further discloses a router manager 2 that acts as a 
main processor (CPU) (column 7, line 4-6). The routing manager 2 is connected (CPU interface) 
to the router bus 1 (communication channel) (column 7, lines 3-4). With regard to claim 3, 
Onishi et al discloses a communication port 53 of Ethernet as LAN of 100 Mbps (Ethernet data 
port interface) (column 7, lines 31-33). With regard to claims 8 and 9, Onishi et al further 
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discloses that the router manager 2 is connected (CPU interface) to the router bus 1 
(communication channel) (column 7, lines 3-4). Onishi et al further discloses that the router 
manager has the function of managing the whole system and the function of 
producing/distributing a routing table (program the operation) (column 7, Hues 4-6). 

With regard to claims 10 and 11, Onishi et al discloses a communication port 53 of 
Ethernet as LAN of 100 Mbps (maximum of 100 Mbps) (colimm 7, lines 31-33). A rate of 10 
Mbps is included in the range 0-100 Mbps. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 (e) 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shali be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-4 and 6-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Haddock et al (US Patent 6,104,700). 

With regard to claim 1, Haddock et al discloses an octal fast Ethernet interface (first 
data port interface) (column 4, lines 23-25 and Figure 1 A). Haddock et al further discloses a 
gigabit Ethernet interface 105 (second data port interface) (column 4, lines 19-23 and Figure 
lA). Haddock et al further discloses a filtering/forwarding engine 115. Haddock et al further 
discloses that the filtering /forwarding engine includes a switch matrix (trunk group) (column 4, 
line 27). The switch matrix connects each channel to a central memory, packet RAM 125, and a 
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buffer manager (flow control unit) that controls and coordinates access (distribute a load) to and 
from the packet RAM 125 (column 4, lines 30-34). Switch matrix (trunk group) accommodates 
octal fast Ethernet interface and a gigabit Ethernet interface 105; therefore, it is inherent that it 
has a larger capacity than either interface individually. 

With regard to claim 2, Haddock et al further discloses that a CPU 130 (applicant's 
CPU) is coupled (applicant's CPU interface) to the forwarding/filtering engine 115 that includes 
a switch matrix (communication channel) (column 4, lines 1518 and column 4, line 27). 

With regard to claim 3, Haddock et al further discloses an octal fast Ethernet interface 
1 10 (Ethernet data port interface) (column 4, lines 23-25 and Figure 1 A). 

With regard to claim 4, Haddock et al further discloses a gigabit Ethernet interface 105 
(gigabit Ethernet data port interface) (column 4, lines 23-25 and Figure 1 A). 

With regard to claim 6, Haddock et al further discloses a forwarding database 120 that 
stores information useful for making layer 2 decisions (layer two switching) (column 4, lines 
35-37). 

With regard to claim 7, Haddock et al further discloses a forwarding database 120 that 
stores information useful for making layer 3 decisions (applicant's layer three switching) 
(column 4, lines 35-37). 

With regard to claims 8 and 9, Haddock et al further discloses that a CPU 130 (CPU) is 
coupled (CPU interface) to the forwarding/filtering engine 115 that includes a switch matrix 
(communication channel) (column 4, lines 15-18 and column 4, line 27). Haddock et al further 
discloses a packet RAM 125 for adapting (program the operation) between incoming and 
outgoing bandwidth differences (column 4, lines 48-50). 
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With regard to claims 10 and 11, Haddock et al further discloses an octal fast Ethernet 
interface 1 10 (column 4, lines 19-23 and Figure 1 A). Data rates of 10/100 Mbps are supported. 

With regard to claim 12, Haddock et al further discloses a gigabit Ethernet interface 105 
(column 4, lines 19-23 and Figure 1 A). A gigabit Ethernet interface supports a data rate of 1000 
Mbps. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Onishi et al (US 
Patent 5,434,863). 

With respect to claim 5, Onishi et al does not teach the placement of the first data port 
interface, second data port interface, CPU interface and communication channel on a single 
integrated chip. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to integrate these 
components onto a single chip by the constant desire for smaller integrated electronic devices. At 
the time the invention was made, therefore, have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to integrate these components onto a single chip as specified in claim 5. 

7. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Haddock et al (US 
Patent 6,104,700). 
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With respect to claim 5, Haddock et al does not explicitly teach the placement of the 
first data port interface, second data port interface, CPU interface and communication channel on 
a single integrated chip. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
integrate these components onto a single chip by the constant desire for smaller integrated 
electronic devices. At the time the invention was made, therefore, have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to integrate these components onto a single chip as specified in claim 5. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 13-15 are allowed. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 4/22/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Response to First Set of argument 
Regarding claims 1-12, the applicant argued that, "...Onishi fails to disclose or 
suggest that "at least one of said first data ports and at least one of said second data ports are 
linked together with a plurality of ports on a second network switch forming a trunk group 
with a larger load capacity than either of said at least one of said first data ports and said at 
least one of said second data ports, said trunk group being configured by the flow control unit 
to statistically distribute a data load transmitted across said trunk group"... as presented in 
claim 1 .." in page 3, last paragraph; page 4, first paragraph and last paragraph; page 8, 
paragraph 4. 
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In response to applicant's argument, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the 
argument above. 

Onishi discloses at least one of said first data ports (see FIG. 1, Ethernet port 53; see 
col. 7, line 31-33) and at least one of said second data ports (see FIG. 1, Token ring LAN 
port 54; see col. 7, line 33-34) are linked together with a plurality of ports (see FIG. 1-2; each 
router has pluralities of ports) on a second network switch (see FIG. 2, Router A, C, D, or E; 
linking to ports of remote routers; see col. 2, line 7-32) forming a trunk group (see FIG. 1, 
bus 4) with a larger load capacity than either of said at least one of said first data ports and 
said at least one of said second data ports (see col. 7, line 17-18; bus 4 commodes 
communication port 53 and 54; therefore, it has a larger capacity than either port 
individually), said trunk group being configured by the flow control unit (see FIG. 1, Router 
Manager 2) to statistically distribute a data load transmitted across said trunk group (see col. 
see col. 7, line 9-15; Manager 2 distributes a routing table to routing accelerators 3 that 
performs route selection (statically distribution a data load) on the basis of routing table). 

The applicant argued that, . . A trunk group according to the claimed invention, is 
where multiple ports are combined to form a signal logical port. . in page 4, paragraph 1 . 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features 
of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., logical) 
are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
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The applicant argued that, ". ..applicant asserts... that a bus does not correspond to 
a trunk group. . in page 4, paragraph 2. 

In response to applicant's argument, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the 
above argument. In particular, the functionality of a "a trunk group" is to 
group/combine/multiplex the ports; identically, the functionality of a "bus 4" is to 
group/combine/multiplex the ports. Thus, it is clear that a bus corresponds to a trunk group. 

The applicant argued that, . .Onishi cannot disclose forming a trunk group with a 
larger load capacity..." in page 5, paragraph 1. 

In response to applicant's argument, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the 
above argument. As recited in above response, a trunk group corresponds to a bus. Since a 
bus 4 groups/combines/multiplexes 100 Mbps and 4-16 Mbps ports, it is clear that it has a 
larger capacity than either 100 Mbps port or 4-16 Mbps ports. 

Moreover, the teaching of "high speed bus" with a larger capacity than either first 
port or second port, is well established in the art as recited in prior art. In particular, Wilson 
(US005499341 A) teaches a high speed bus 13 (see FIG. 1) which 

groups/combines/multiplexes I/O cards 16, and the high speed bus having a "high" or "large" 
speed/capacity (see Abstract and col. 5, line 36-59). 

The applicant argued that, ". . .Onishi does not disclose or suggest the use of trunks 
and thus one of skill in the art would not have been motivated to modify Onishi to yield the 
claim invention. . ." in page 5, paragraph 2. 

In response to applicant's argument, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the 
above argument. As recited in previous office action, the rejection of claim 1 is based upon 
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U.S.C. 102(b) and clearly examiner is not modifying or changing Onishi's system, thus the 
examiner is not require to disclose any motivation . 

Regarding claim 5, the applicant argued that, "...it would not have been obvious 
to one of skill in the art to integrate the components onto a single chip that included the 
trunk group element. . in page 8, paragraph 3. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features 
of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., trunk 
group element) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted 
in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Claim 5, line 1 recites, "a network switch" is further defined by having components 
integrated on a single chip, rather than "the trunk group element" is further defined to 
have components integrated on a single chip. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
skill in the art to integrate the components onto a single chip that included the network 
switch. 

In view of the above, the examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant's argument 
and believes that Onishi reference as set forth in the rejections are proper. 

Response to Second Set of argument 

Regarding claims 1-12, the applicant argued that, "...Haddock fails to disclose or 
suggest that "at least one of said first data ports and at least one of said second data ports are 
linked together with a plurality of ports on a second network switch forming a trunk group 
with a larger load capacity than either of said at least one of said first data ports and said at 
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least one of said second data ports, said trunk group being configured by the flow control unit 
to statistically distribute a data load transmitted across said trunk group"... as presented in 
claim 1.." in page 6, paragraph 2-3; page 8, paragraph 4. 

In response to applicant's argument, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the 
argument above. 

Haddock discloses at least one of said first data ports (see FIG. 1 A, Octal Fast 
Ethernet Interface 110; see col. 4, line 23-25) and at least one of said second data ports (see 
FIG. 1 A, Gigabit Ethernet 105; see col. 4, line 19-23) are linked together with a plurality of 
ports (see FIG. 1 A, plurality of ports on switch 100 on LAN) on a second network switch 
(see col. 1, line 65 to col. 2, line 5; see col. 3, line 45-50; see col. 4, line 31; linking to ports 
of remote switch in the LAN) forming a trunk group (see FIG. 1 A, Switch Matrix) with a 
larger load capacity than either of said at least one of said first data ports and said at least one 
of said second data ports (switch matrix accommodates octal fast Ethernet interface and a 
gigabit Ethernet interface 105; therefore, it has a larger capacity than either interface 
individually), said trunk group being configured by the flow control unit (see FIG. 1 A, 
Central memory, packet RAM 125 and a buffer manager) to statistically distribute a data load 
transmitted across said trunk group (see col. 4, line 30-34; controls and coordinates access 
(statically distribute a load) to and from the packet RAM 125). 

The applicant argued that, "..A trunk group according to the claimed invention, is 
where multiple ports are combined to form a signal logical port. .." in page 6, paragraph 3 
and . .Haddock makes no mention of combining the channels to from a trunk group..." in 
page 7, paragraph 2. 
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In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features 
of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., logical 
or channels) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in 
light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See 
In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

The applicant argued that, . .it would appear that Haddock does not disclose 
supporting both an octal fast Ethernet interface and a gigabit Ethernet interface at the same 
time. . in page 7, paragraph 2. 

In response to applicant's argument, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the 
argument above. 

Applicant is arguing the uses of channels in the switch, and the uses of channels are 
not disclosed in the claim. As examiner asserts in the previous office action, "a trunk group" 
has the same functionally as "switching matrix". Clearly, from viewing FIG. 1 A of Haddock, 
one can easily see that switch matrix combines/groups input and outputs of each ports (Fast 
and Gigabit rates), thus it is clear that the switch matrix has a larger capacity than either Fast 
or Gigabit Ethernet speed/rates. 

Moreover, the teaching of "switching matrix" with a larger capacity than either first 
port or second port, is well established in the art as recited in prior arts as follows: 

Jeong (US005774665A) teaches a switching matrix module 2 (see FIG. 1) 
which groups/combines/multiplexes interface modules 1,3,4-7, and the 
switch matrix having a capacity large enough to switch different types of 
data (see Abstract, see FIG. 4, and col. 2, line 55 to col. 3, line 7; 57-67). 
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Dahod (US5682383) teaches a switch matrix 200 (see FIG. 3) which 
groups/combines/muhipiexes interfaces 126-1 to 126-8 and 150-1 to 150-3, 
and the switch matrix having a capacity large enough to switch different 
types of data (see Abstract, see FIG. 4, and col. 4, line 19-46). 
Szczepanek (US006690668B1) teaches a crossbar-switch matrix 100 (see 
FIG. 12) which groups/combines/multiplexes interfaces 20-1 to 20-16, and 
the switch matrix having a capacity large enough to switch different types of 
data (see Abstract, and col. 23, line 10-64). 
The applicant argued that, "...Haddock does not disclose or suggest the use of 

trunks and thus one of skill in the art would not have been motivated to modify Onishi to 

yield the claim invention. . in page 7, paragraph 3. 

In response to applicant's argument, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the 

above argument. As recited in previous office action, the rejection of claim 1 is based upon 

U.S.C. 102(b) and clearly examiner is not modifying or changing Haddock's system, thus the 

examiner is not require to disclose any motivation . 

Regarding claim 5, the applicant argued that, "...it would not have been obvious 

to one of skill in the art to integrate the components onto a single chip that included the 

trunk group element. . ." in page 9, paragraph 1 . 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features 

of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., trunk 

group element) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted 
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in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Claim 5, line 1 recites, "a net^vork switch" is further defined by having components 
integrated on a single chip, rather than "the trunk group element" is further defined to 
have components integrated on a single chip. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
skill in the art to integrate the components onto a single chip that included the network 
switch. 

In view of the above, the examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant's argument 
and believes that Haddock reference as set forth in the rejections are proper. 

Conclusion 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ian N. Moore whose telephone number is 571-272-3085. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 AM- 6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-3126. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




INM A 




CHAU NGUYEN 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 



